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Introduction 
 
The rise of populist parties in the Netherlands has been a topic of intense debate among the 
general public, politicians and academics. Geert Wilders’ Freedom Party (PVV) and more 
recently Thierry Baudets’ Forum for Democracy (FvD) have shown that they have a vocal 
and (seemingly) loyal electorate. Each mainstream political party engages differently with 
these populist parties. 16 years after the first populist party of the twenty-first century, ​Lijst 
Pim Fortuyn ​ (LPF),  surprised just about every person in the Netherlands by becoming the 
second-biggest political party, populist parties have proved their staying power in the 
polarized Dutch political landscape. 
 
The LPF, a right-wing populist party, becoming the second-biggest party, shortly after its 
creation, allows for discussion whether its populist sentiment, including anti-immigrant 
rhetoric, influenced the Dutch political landscape. What have its effects been on both 
centre-right and left-wing mainstream parties? Has the political debate been influenced by 
the emergence of the LPF? Plenty of empirical research has been done on the effects of 
immigration on the welfare state, the national economy and the public opinion. A gap 
presents itself when connecting the literature about the welfare state and immigration to the 
political debate around the turn of the century in the Netherlands. This thesis will attempt to 
shed light on the Dutch political debate about immigration and its influence on the Dutch 
welfare state. 
 
This study is tasked with examining the Dutch political debate, on immigration and the 
sustainability of the Dutch welfare state, from 1998 to 2004. Because of anti-immigrant 
rhetoric by populist parties, the question arises whether the sustainability of the Dutch 
welfare state has been connected to the influence immigration has on it. The research 
question of this study is: “What evidence of securitization, welfare chauvinism and 
multiculturalism is observable in the Dutch political debate surrounding immigration and the 
welfare state from 1998 to 2004?”. 
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Literature Review 
 
The final decade of the twentieth and early years of the twenty-first century saw a change in 
the debate on the effects of immigration and the Dutch welfare state. During the 1980s Hans 
Janmaat, and in 1991 the politician Frits Bolkestein, warned about the economic and social 
effects of migrants that cannot, or do not want to, integrate (Prins, 2004: 27-28). In January 
2000, Jan Paul Scheffer published an article with the title “The multicultural drama”, which 
evoked a reaction from both left and right-wing politicians and unleashed the debate about 
the multicultural society (Sleegers, 2010: 23). After the ‘national minority debate’ (1991), the 
position of immigrants has been subject to public and political debate (Prins, 2002: 8). The 
public debate, and eventually the political debate, resulted in an academic debate about the 
influence of immigrants on the (Dutch) welfare state. (Borjas, 1999; Kremer, 2013; Sleegers, 
2010; Van de Beek, 2010). In contrast, the topic of immigration is also framed as an 
enrichment to Dutch society. For example, some scholars see it as a solution to the 
expected labour shortages as a result of the ageing Dutch population (Kremer, 2013; 
Lucassen & Lucassen, 2011; Van de Beek, 2010: 206). 
 Van de Beek (2010) points out the contrast between both the need for, and the risk 
of immigration in regard to the welfare state, most notably in the benefits sector. Kremer 
(2013) mentions that the ageing population may be the reason why the Netherlands requires 
migration in order to sustain the welfare state. If nothing changes demographically, by 2050, 
half of the population needs to support the other inactive half (Demifer, 2010; Kremer, 2013). 
Labour deficits in healthcare and technology sectors are predicted. These shortages will be 
present throughout Europe (Kremer, 2013: 9). According to some academics, in order to 
deal with the question of an ageing population, the Netherlands requires immigration, from 
inside and outside of Europe, in order to sustain the current welfare system (Brakman & 
Witteloostuijn, 2010; Theeuwes, 2011). 
The dynamic between the welfare state and immigration, nonetheless, seems to be 
conflictual (Kremer, 2013: 7). The risks of immigration are emphasized by numerous 
academics. Migration is a transnational phenomenon, and the welfare state is a national 
phenomenon. Entzinger and Van der Meer (2004) state that “solidarity requires borders”. 
The contemporary welfare state is interlinked with liberal democracy, which in turn was 
established through a strong sense of nationhood (Briggs, 1961: 240-245; Kymlicka, 2015: 
12). The welfare state functions solely when solidarity is demarcated, entrenched in national 
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institutions. This argument exhibits similarities with communitarianism, arguing that closure 
(of borders) is required for a multitude of factors, among other things the development of 
“socially or culturally embedded, rich personalities” (Bader, 1995: 213; Walzer, 1990). The 
rise of the European Union resulted in a degree of diffusion of national borders, creating new 
challenges. While a social contract is established on a national level, supranational 
collaboration is still possible (Kremer, 2013: 7). A more cynical view depicting of what 
happens to a not properly confined welfare state is a flow of ‘benefits-tourists’ attracted to 
the ‘magnet’ that is the welfare state (Borjas, 1999). In this thinking, the welfare state is put 
under financial strain because of this influx of migrants. The economic strength that supports 
the system will slowly diminish.  
Jagers and Walgrave (2005) conceptualised populism as a style for political 
communication. Anti-elitism and exclusion are at the core of populism, however, this can be 
found “amongst many other political discourses”. The appeal to the people distinguishes 
populism from other types of discourse (Jagers & Walgrave, 2005: 4). Political discourse, 
according to Van Dijk (1997), has raised interest among political scientists as a relevant 
discursive manner of studying issues such as immigration, multiculturalism and racism (Van 
Dijk, 1997: 44-45). Other topics political science revolves around allows for a discourse 
analysis as well: “the arrival and prevalence of the conservative New Right, with its political 
extremism and various forms of religious fundamentalism and nationalism, the increasing 
challenge of liberalism, the attacks on the welfare state and the triumph of the market” (Van 
Dijk, 1997: 44). Political discourse analysis offers a toolkit that is applicable to a broad field 
of topics within political science. Wojcieszak and Mutz (2009) used a representative national 
sample of 1000 Americans to research whether online chat-rooms and message boards 
allowed for cross-cutting political debate. This research supports Van Dijk’s statement that 
political discourse analysis is applicable to a variation of topics within political science. 
 
Bigo (2002) stated that, as a response to the attacks on September 11th, the “proliferation of 
border controls, the repression of foreigners and so on, had less to do with protection than 
with a political attempt to reassure certain segments of the electorate longing for evidence of 
concrete measures taken to ensure safety” (Bigo, 2002: 2). Buonfino (2006) claimed that the 
interaction of media, national governments and public opinion resulted in immigration as a 
topic becoming ‘hegemonized’ as a discourse type in government policy (Buonfino, 2006: 
24). This type of discourse with regard to immigration resulted in topics such as human 
rights, ethics and solidarity becoming inferior to the security issue. This, in turn, marginalized 
the position of newly arrived migrants and downplayed the position of already settled 
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migrants (Buonfino, 2006: 24). This begs the question whether immigration has been 
connected to the durability of the Dutch welfare state. The academic literature reveals that 
there is a debate about whether immigration is necessary for the survival of the Dutch 
welfare state, or if immigration poses a threat to this system. 
In the United States there traditionally has been an absence of solidarity towards 
welfare distribution, mainly based on racial differences and the cemented animosity held 
towards different races (Federico, 2005: 684; Gilens, 1995). Within Europe, the 
lower-educated natives tend to consider native groups that require support from the welfare 
state more entitled to it than immigrants (Applebaum, 2002; Van der Waal, Achterberg 
Houtman, de Koster & Manevska, 2010).  The perception that natives of a country are more 
deserving of welfare entitlements than immigrants is coined ​welfare chauvinism​  by Andersen 
and ​Bjørklund (1990) in a study comparing Denmark and Norway​.  
The connection between nationhood and liberal democracy results in the exclusion of 
all those that do not belong to a said nation (Kymlicka, 2015: 12). The important link with 
nationhood has been that it was the crucial element to establishing a liberal democracy with 
a functioning welfare state. Minorities have more often than not been the deprived group 
throughout this formation process. Kymlicka offers examples such as stigmatization and 
racialization. A choice tends to be offered to minorities, to either assimilate, be expulsed, or 
face even worse. Any legitimate form of liberal nationalism ought to be complemented and 
regulated by multiculturalism (Kymlicka, 2001; Kymlicka, 2015: 5). Multiculturalism is the 
counterpart to the welfare chauvinistic view that normatively excludes minorities from certain 
social services. These three theoretical concepts, securitization, welfare chauvinism and 
multiculturalism, will be further discussed in the theoretical section. 
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Theories and Theoretical Expectations 
 
Conceptualisation of Security 
 
After conducting preliminary research it is plausible that elements of the Securitization theory 
appear in the Dutch political debate from 1998 to 2004. In order to understand Securitization 
theory, and make a case about the potential securitization of immigration and the Dutch 
welfare state, it is important to understand the scope of the concept of security. 
Securitization theory is a constructivist International Relations (IR) theory. Traditionally, 
security has been concerned with the security of states. Realist IR scholars have attempted 
to define security and theorize about how and why states seek and require security (Waltz, 
1988: 618). Ken Booth suggested that more sectors should be included when defining 
security. He argues that the economy and environment, not traditional topics connected to 
security in the realist sense, should also be covered by the theory (Booth, 1991: 318). The 
normative debate about whether issues benefit from being securitized has been fertile 
ground for scholars to posit their views. Ken Booth (1991) propagates the view that 
securitization is necessary in order to safeguard a referent object, whereas Waever and 
Buzan (1997) make a case for desecuritization. The process of both securitization and 
desecuritization, will be elaborated upon later. 
The Copenhagen school warns that the aberration of the state-centred concept of 
security can cause more issues to be regarded as a security issue and consequently, 
diminishing the inherent weight of securitizing an issue (Waever, 2004: 8). Broadening the 
concept of security, such as the potential security threat immigration could be on the 
durability of the welfare state, should be approached with care. The constructivism that is at 
the core of the Copenhagen School’s securitization theory simply attempts to help the 
analyst comprehend the structure of securitization. The political dimension of recognizing 
threats is absent. It is a value-free theory to analyze events (Buzan, Waever & de Wilde, 
1997: 35).  
The analytical advantage of having a broad interpretation when it comes to 
conceptualising security is present as well when this security is at stake by an ‘existential 
threat’. Where ontology requires an analyst to objectively define a ‘threat’, the constructivist 
approach regards both security and the ‘threat’ as concepts where a common definition will 
likely remain absent (Waever, 1993: 2). Buzan, Waever and de Wilde emphasize that from 
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an analytical perspective, objectively defining real security is “neither politically nor 
analytically helpful” (Buzan, Waever & de Wilde, 1997: 31). 
Securitization Theory 
 
The general theoretical basis of Securitization theory is explained in this section. In the 
operationalization section of this study, the four elements at the core of securitization will be 
operationalized specifically for this study. Buzan et al. (1997) describe how a politicized 
issue becomes a securitized one through several factors and actions. The Copenhagen 
school maintains a social constructivist notion of security. Waever (1997) elaborates, stating 
that security issues are communicated and defined, through a “speech act”. There are ​four 
elements that are necessary in order for an issue to be successfully securitized according to 
the securitization theory. A securitizing actor, the speaker (1), identifies an issue that poses 
an existential threat (2) to a given referent object (3), which ought to legitimize extraordinary 
measures (4). This process is done in the vicinity of an audience that recognizes the threat, 
meaning the speaker is a factor of authority and has the power to securitize an issue through 
a speech act. The speaker requires the audience to view an issue as securitized, in order to 
legitimize his rhetoric and securitization attempt. The traditional referent objects under threat 
are either the nation when it comes to identity, and the state when it comes to sovereignty 
(Buzan & Waever, 2009: 255). In order for the issue to be securitized, the audience has to 
become convinced, by the speaker, that the threat is an existential one. Multiple cases are 
known of attempts to securitize a topic, but the topic, at most, ends up politicized. The key 
difference is that when a topic becomes securitized, it becomes prioritized in policy making 
and extraordinary measures are deemed necessary and legitimate in order to solve the 
issue. Once an issue is securitized, it legitimizes the use of ‘extraordinary measures’ against 
the existential threat to the referent object. This means that it is removed from the sphere of 
normal politics and implicitly approves of measures that could be considered undemocratic 
    Securitization theory, as developed by the Copenhagen school, has a normative 
dimension to it. The question whether it is beneficial to have ‘more’ security is posed by 
Waever (2004: 8). Different approaches regarding security provide different answers. Ken 
Booth (1991) defines security as an emancipatory factor for humanity and thus implicitly is in 
favour of more security (Booth, 1991: 318). To have security means that there is a vacancy 
of hazards to the people involved. Contradicting Booth’s advocacy for more security is the 
Copenhagen school theory. The Copenhagen School propagates the notion of 
desecuritization. Desecuritization, as understood by the Copenhagen school, means that the 
process of securitization is turned around. Once a securitizing actor attempts to securitize an 
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existential threat, other actors attempt to desecuritize this issue, in order to take it out of the 
realm of being a direct threat, and revert it so that the issue can be dealt with through normal 
means (Weaver, 2009: 9).  
 
Although the state and nation are traditional referent objects that are securitized, these are 
not necessarily the only objects. Virtually anything can be a referent object. The theoretical 
expectation is that due to the populist voices gaining momentum within Dutch politics after 
the turn of the century, an underlying process of securitization is visible when connecting 
immigration to the durability of the welfare state. While parties may have securitized these 
topics, it is assumed that traditional left-wing parties have attempted to desecuritize these 
issues. 
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Welfare Chauvinism versus Multiculturalism 
 
The results from conducting preliminary research show that it is probable that elements of 
welfare chauvinism and multiculturalism will surface in the Dutch political debate from 1998 
to 2004. Andersen and ​Bjørklund​ (1990) define welfare chauvinism as the perception that 
“welfare services should be restricted to our [the nation] own” (Andersen & ​Bjørklund, 1990: 
212). ​The question of immigration relates, among other things, to the sustainability of the 
welfare state. Populist right-wing parties tend to address the welfare state, and frame 
immigration as a threat (De Koster, Achterberg & Van der Waal, 2013: 5-6). The welfare 
state itself is not necessarily under scrutiny; rather, emphasis is placed on ​how​  welfare 
resources are allocated, and to​ whom​ , within Western democracies. By law, ethnic minorities 
are just as eligible when it comes to governmental aid as natives, as long as they are 
citizens of the country. Populist new-rightist parties have taken a firm stance against this 
non-discriminatory nature of the welfare state. They want to restrict state support (financial 
and otherwise) to the native population (Banting, 2010: 798).  
Traditionally, lower-educated natives are in favour of economic egalitarianism and 
support traditional left-wing parties that propagate these policies. However, within Europe, a 
considerable part of “lower-educated people believe immigrants are considered less entitled 
to welfare than native needy social categories such as the elderly, the handicapped or the 
unemployed  (Applebaum, 2002; Van Oorschot & Uunk, 2007; Van der Waal et al., 2010). 
This study will be of use when describing the movement of left-wing parties, in the 
‘multiculturalism’ section.  
Welfare chauvinism is a theoretical construct that claims the state should take care of 
the socio-economic needs of its own people, before, or rather than, those of immigrants. The 
notion of welfare chauvinism has gained in prominence and visibility among European 
politics after the turn of the century (Huysmans, 2000; Van der Waal & Achterberg, 2010). 
Populist parties exploited the vulnerability of the paradox between the left-wing solidarist 
ideological base and the welfare chauvinist convictions of part of their electorate. Once 
populist parties emerge and gain in popularity, mainstream centre-right parties tend to shift 
towards the right in order to maintain their voter base (Schumacher & Kersbergen, 2016).  
 
Building on the research of Schumacher & Kersbergen (2016), the theoretical expectation is 
that traditional centre-right parties, VVD and CDA will shift towards the right and, along with 
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the new LPF, will show welfare chauvinistic tendencies leading up to, and after the 2002 
general election.  
 
To contrast welfare chauvinism, the traditional left-wing parties have a history of believing in 
and propagating an egalitarian society (Hibbs, 1977; McClosky & Chong, 1985: 337). 
Left-wing parties tend to be in favour of more state intervention in most policy areas. They 
will not only resist the wish of the right-wing parties to move aspects of the Dutch welfare 
state in a market-oriented direction (Pellikaan, Van der Meer & de Lange, 2003: 38), they will 
also actively resist emerging welfare chauvinistic rhetoric and defend the multicultural 
society by emphasizing integration of minorities, rather than seeing immigration in itself as 
an issue. The Saliency theory of electoral competition claims that left-wing parties will focus 
on their own issues and ignore the immigration debate completely (Budge & Farlie, 1983; 
Budge, Robertson & Hearl, 1987). This means that left-wing parties have an ideological 
blindspot, which results in the inability of confronting topics such as immigration. In this 
study, it is expected that immigration is the blind spot in this debate, meaning that left-wing 
parties will not address immigration as an issue. Emphasis will be put on the necessity to 
promote integration through welfare state provisions.  
Political philosophical literature shows that multiculturalism as an (egalitarian) liberal 
political-philosophical theory is far from communitarian (Banting & Kymlicka, 2006). In 
Multiculturalism and the Welfare-state​ , Banting and Kymlicka (2006) state that certain 
practices, such as arranged marriages, are non-negotiable. Cultures and cultural practices 
merely deserve protection when autonomous people agree with these practices, underlining 
the egalitarian notion (Banting & Kymlicka, 2006). Multiculturalism “embraces the permanent 
coexistence of distinct cultures in the same country (Collier, 2013: 55). This is an implicitly 
egalitarian notion. Kymlicka (2010) describes multiculturalism as  “the political project that 
attempts to redefine the relationship between ethnocultural minorities and the state through 
the adoption of new laws, policies or institutions (Kymlicka, 2010: 99). Both the definition of 
Collier and Kymlicka present multiculturalism as a theoretical construct that assumes both 
egalitarianism and state intervention when it comes to promoting the relationship and 
coexistence of distinct cultures. 
According to Downs (1957) parties attempt to stay close to their electorate. Left-wing 
parties may attempt to position themselves close to the average voter (Alonso & Fonseca, 
2012). Lower-educated voters tend to have more welfare chauvinistic views, as mentioned in 
the previous section. This causes a division of political loyalties between typical left-wing 
social policies and the populist right-wing tough stance on immigration, for this part of the 
electorate. Centre-right parties move more towards the right when populist parties gain 
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momentum within politics. Left-wing parties have to decide whether they want to lose their 
lower-educated voters with welfare chauvinistic views or follow the tendency of the 
centre-right parties. The first six months after the assassination of Fortuyn, arguments in 
favour of multiculturalism were considered “politically incorrect” (Prins, 2002: 18). This does 
not mean that it is more likely left-wing parties will move more towards the right, instead, it is 
assumed they will stick to their ground and defend the multiculturalism ideal.  
 
 In this study, the political debate attempting to promote the integration of minorities (thus 
attempting to redefine the relationship between ethnocultural minorities) is taken as the 
central element of multiculturalism. As stated before, multiculturalism also has an egalitarian 
aspect, which is essential to contrast welfare chauvinism and its sentiments. It is expected 
that traditional left-wing parties will make a case for the responsibility of the state to ensure 
the successful integration of minorities, in line with their conviction that more state 
intervention is desirable. 
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Conceptualisation 
 
Political Debate 
 
The political debate ought to be conceptualized, as it is at the core of what is examined in 
this study. Chilton (2004) describes two broad strands when it comes to defining politics 
through discourse studies. Politics is about power, those who want to affirm and keep their 
power, and those who withstand it. Yet, politics is viewed as working together. It is the 
institutions and systems that society has for “resolving clashes of interest over money, 
influence, liberty and the like” (Chilton, 2004: 3). The political process “typically involves 
persuasion and bargaining” (Miller, 1991: 390). Values innate to politics, such as authority, 
legitimacy and consensus, can be brought forth by language. Decisions reached “through 
communication, ​id est​  persuasion and bargaining, become ​authoritative​ ” (Chilton, 2004: 4). 
However, attempting to pinpoint who has political authority or what policy objectives are 
reached is beyond the scope of this thesis. It will focus on the political debate, which takes 
places in the Dutch parliament. All the language used within the Dutch parliament during 
official debates is subject to this study​. ​ The discussion is seen as a reflection of party 
politics. 
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Immigration 
 
In order to understand whether politicians have made claims about immigration affecting the 
Dutch welfare state, what encompasses immigration as a concept has to be clear. Marshall 
(1950) describes the way in which citizenship is unequivocally related to the state. The state 
is the sole institution wherein citizens can enforce their social rights. This is because social 
rights give citizens the opportunity to participate in society. Citizenship is required to be a 
member of a state and enjoy the benefits of a welfare state. This process of inclusion also 
implies the process of exclusion, granting a person citizenship rights means that you 
withhold these rights from others (Kremer, 2013: 14, Walzer, 1995). Migrants generally move 
from their home country towards a host country in order to find better living conditions or 
work. 
Both regular and irregular immigration are factors that influence the Dutch welfare 
state, most notably the benefits sector (Van de Beek, 2010; Kremer, 2013). Aside from the 
reunion of family members (45%), irregular migrants (25%) were the largest share of 
migrants entering Europe, and the Netherlands, during the 1990s and early 2000’s (Van de 
Beek, 2010: 185). Irregular migration means that the migrants are in violation of laws from 
the host country. This usually manifests itself by being within the borders of the country 
illegally, although illegal migrants tend to violate more laws (unwillingly, due to their situation) 
(​Thorbjørnsrud & Jacobson, 2015: 890-891).  
As the majority of migrants entering the Netherlands were either irregular immigrants 
or immigrants resulting from the reunion of families, the terminology of immigrant will 
encompass both groups in this study. Since migration is a broader term, it is applicable to 
other forms of immigration as well. Asylum seekers, immigrants and economic migrants are 
subject to the political debate. During the political debate from 1998 to 2004, relevant 
debates are centred around (economic) immigrants, asylum seekers and people migrating 
because of the family reunion policy. This terminology encompasses second- and third 
generation immigrants. In this study, all these terms encompass the label immigrant. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
13 
 
 
 
Research Design 
 
Methodology 
 
In order to research the Dutch political debate from 1998 to 2004, the content of 
parliamentary debates was researched. A qualitative content analysis study was conducted. 
The debates from 1998 to 2004 provided fertile ground for research regarding the stances of 
political parties and whether securitization, welfare chauvinism, expressions of 
multiculturalism, or a dynamic between welfare chauvinism and multiculturalism took place.  
Case Selection 
 
Due to the LPF being the most vocal candidate in the run-up to the 2002 general election, as 
well as being the first sizeable populist party of the twenty-first century, it is assumed the 
rhetoric of the representatives of the party has influenced the political debate. Fortuyn was a 
prolific writer about the Dutch welfare state, co-authoring and editing the book “​De 
Nederlandse Verzorgingsstaat” ​ in 1983, and writing multiple columns on the topic for 
Elsevier, ​ a Dutch weekly. The LPF became known for its strict anti-immigration stance and 
Fortuyn’s controversial statements surrounding this topic. Campaigning with an 
anti-immigrant and anti-Islam rhetoric, Fortuyn carried traditional centre-right parties more to 
the right-wing of the political spectrum (Otjes, 2011: 409). In order to examine whether it is 
indicative of a marked shift in the Dutch political debate where parties move towards the left 
or right, I have selected the parliamentary debates from 1998 to 2004 as cases in this study. 
I have included the years up to 2002 to be illustrative of the status of the debate up to the 
shift. The case ends at 2004 because my preliminary investigation revealed that a shift in the 
debate towards anti-Islam rhetoric occurred, caused by and reflected in the murder of Theo 
van Gogh and the rise of Geert Wilders’ Party of Freedom (PVV). 
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Data Selection 
 
As the parliamentary debates are the cases examined, the political parties within the Dutch 
parliament are central to the data selection. I will examine whether political parties have 
attempted to securitize the issue around the Dutch welfare state and immigration, shown 
tendencies of welfare chauvinism or have defended the multiculturalism ideal. The LPF 
ended up being the second largest party in the 2002 general election (26 seats), with CDA 
(43 seats), VVD (24 seats) and PvdA (23 seats) being the other major parties. 
CDA positioned themselves in a relatively neutral stance during the 2002 general 
election campaign. A traditional Christian party, it entered the governing coalition as the 
biggest party and delivered the prime minister (Jan-Peter Balkenende). CDA was one of the 
bigger cases, along with PvdA and VVD. CDA was the dominant national party and ended 
up forming a coalition with the LPF and VVD after the 2002 general election. 
The LPF campaigned with a strong anti-immigration stance. Furthermore, the 
polarization between left-wing and right-wing parties became visible, with feuds between 
Fortuyn and the chairmen of PvdA and GL. As Fortuyn was assassinated 9 days before the 
2002 general election, he never made it into parliament. The rhetoric of his party, however, 
remained the same. 
The VVD refused to take a strong stance against immigration during the first coalition 
of 1994 to 1998, as they felt this jeopardized their cooperation with the PvdA (and, to lesser 
extent, D66) during the ​Purple​  cabinets (1994 to 2002) (Van Thijn, 1998). A stronger stance 
against left-wing parties was visible in the years after the first coalition. 
 Solely examining the right-wing rhetoric about the welfare state and immigration 
would yield too few insights into the crucial factors of securitization, or the debate on welfare 
chauvinism and multiculturalism. For completeness, and to contrast the view of the right side 
of the political debate, the traditional left-wing party rhetoric will be included. An exception is 
D66 as it cannot be labelled as right-wing or left-wing. Its rhetoric surrounding immigration 
and the Dutch welfare state show a contrast to the argumentation of right-wing parties. 
The left-wing political parties, mainly the PvdA and GroenLinks (GL) have voiced 
their concerns about the polarized political debate, and to less extent, the right-wing 
market-oriented policies. The traditional left-wing parties (GL, Socalistische Partij (SP), 
PvdA) situated themselves in favour of more state intervention, which is an indicator of 
multiculturalism (Collier, 2013; Hibbs, 1977; Pellikaan et al., 2003: 34). The left-wing parties 
had no common stance when it comes to immigration.  
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The PvdA was the most outspoken against the right-wing anti-immigrant rhetoric 
championed by the LPF during the 2002 general election. This can be attributed to both the 
size of the party and the fact that they were part of the reigning coalition for 8 years 
(Pellikaan et al., 2003). Parties such as GL and SP have voiced their criticism against the 
LPF as well. In order to give a clear and complete overview, and the fact that not all political 
parties voice their opinions during all debates researched, SP, GL, PvdA, D66, CDA, VVD 
and LPF will be used. 
 
As securitization studies focus on speech acts, the expressions of party members during 
parliamentary debates from the aforementioned parties is used. These speakers will be 
grouped under the party they are affiliated with. Speech acts can also capture welfare 
chauvinistic tendencies or a defence of multiculturalism. As the figure below shows, 
integration became a prioritized topic on the Dutch political agenda. A trend where more 
emphasis is put on integration is clearly visible. Note that immigration roughly doubles in the 
number of times it occurs in parliamentary debates from 1998 to 2004, integration increases 
by three-fold (Figure 1). 
 
 
In the government register that preserves all the parliamentary documents, keyword 
searches have been used in order to find parliamentary documents that meet the 
requirements to conduct this study. When no debates that fit the criteria were found, 
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parliamentary documents that did have been used. After accessing the parliamentary 
debate, these same keywords were used, along with manual reading, in order to 
contextualize the found keywords and determine if they fit the context relevant for this 
research. The keyword searches used are: ​“verzorgingsstaat, gezondheidszorg, pensioen, 
huisvesting, opvang, uitkering, immigratie, integratie”. ​ Debates where topics such as asylum 
seekers, facets of the welfare state, immigration or security issues stood central, 
independent of each other, have been omitted. This research was tasked with describing the 
dynamic between (sectors of) the Dutch welfare state and immigration, as they are 
communicated in the political debate. In the appendix attached to this study, the indicators of 
the theories used will be marked with the relevant sentence(s). 
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Operationalization 
 
Securitization 
 
Identifying the securitization criteria has been done through literature studies, but mainly 
through a content analysis of parliamentary debates and party programmes. The referent 
object taken will be the durability of the welfare state, as both the literature and 
parliamentary debates show this is the primary concern among certain parties. The 
existential threat is not easy to define, as there is a lot of debate about what affects the 
durability of the welfare state. For the sake of analysing these phenomena in Dutch politics, 
immigration will be taken as an existential threat to the durability of the welfare state. 
Because of disagreement between Booth (1991) and Waever (1997), about the scope of 
security, this research is valuable in determining whether it is applicable in domestic issues 
(See page 6 for the normative debate about the scope of security). 
Identifying the speaker and audience is straightforward as this study is tasked with 
analyzing the potential securitization of a topic within the domestic political debate. This 
political sphere is shaped by multiple factors, including public opinion. This culminates in 
parliamentary debates where politicians propagate their (parties’) opinions in order to pass 
legislature. The speaker in this instance will be plural, namely politicians. What will be 
examined is whether, through the speech act, the required criteria for successful 
securitization are met. While some politicians may have voiced their opinions outside 
parliamentary debates through, for example, columns and public broadcast debates, these 
will be omitted as the scope of this paper is to study parliamentary debates. Because 
politicians in parliament have been elected, their words carry weight. They represent part of 
the electorate that has elected them; the audience. 
The legitimation of extraordinary measures is the final aspect of securitization that 
has to be met. This legitimation can be identified through the politician’s rhetoric surrounding 
the welfare state and the threat posed to it.  An example is the 2003 invasion of Iraq, where 
the supposed presence of weapons of mass destruction was the main reason for 
securitization, and eventually military escalation (Roe, 2008). 
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Welfare Chauvinism and Multiculturalism 
 
Welfare chauvinism, being rhetoric used by politicians in order to point to a class 
undeserving of receiving social welfare benefits, has to be measured contextually. Both 
explicit and implicit welfare chauvinism can occur. When politicians explicitly state that a 
class within society is undeserving of receiving social welfare benefits, said politicians fall 
under the category of welfare chauvinists. However, implicit welfare chauvinism can also 
occur. This happens when a policy change proposed by the government would result in a 
disproportionate amount of migrants being affected. Politicians that advocate this policy fall 
under the ‘implicit welfare chauvinist’ category. 
 
Multiculturalism can be seen as the counterpart to welfare chauvinism (Kymlicka, 2001; 
Kymlicka, 2015). Multiculturalism is a necessary element to ensure the inclusion of minorities 
in welfare systems. In order to measure multiculturalism within the Dutch political debate as 
such, three different indicators in connection to the welfare state will be distinguished. 
Politicians arguing that certain phenomena affect migrants economically, or the equality 
principle is violated, imply that a group is excluded from the egalitarian principle of the 
multicultural society (Banting & Kymlicka, 2006). Thus an egalitarian indicator can be 
observed in the parliamentary debate. 
 In the contemporary social theory debate, solidarity is underrepresented (Alexander, 
2014: 304). Yet, solidarity in the most basic interpretation of the word can be measured 
through rhetoric that consists of a humane underlying message. This could be considered 
emotional argumentation. Solidarity is the second indicator of multiculturalism. 
 Proponents of multiculturalism believe the state is responsible for providing facilities 
that promote the peaceful coexistence of multiple cultures (Collier, 2013: 55). Where 
centre-right parties advocate a limited state budget and smaller government, left-wing parties 
are expected to advocate for more state-responsibility. This is the third indicator of 
multiculturalism. And so, when a politician puts emphasis on aspects such as integration, 
housing or benefits, state-responsibility is at the core of his argumentation as the state has 
to facilitate these sectors. 
 
 
 
19 
 
 
 
Results 
 
A structured qualitative content analysis of the parliamentary debates from 1998 to 2004 is 
conducted. Indicators are integrated into the analysis when evidence of said indicators is 
found. After each time period, a summary of the indicators that have been found will be 
given. For a clear and concise overview of the indicators found during each debate, please 
refer to the appendix.  
 
Quiet Before the Storm (1998-2000) 
 
From 1998 to 2000 the multiculturalism indicator of state-responsibility is observable during 
the debate where Dijkstal (VVD) mentioned the need for 1 million jobs to put unemployed 
peoples to work. These groups included “women, former unemployables, immigrants and the 
elderly” (​Kamerstukken II, 6215-6276, nr. 92. 1998​ ).  
In that same year, a new remigration policy was proposed and resulted in CDA 
branding the memo as “too cynical”. Their reasoning was that the “tone of the memo accepts 
as a fait accompli (...) that first generation immigrants merely move to the Netherlands to 
ensure (financial) benefits” (​Kamerstukken II, 25741, nr. 4, 1998​ ). They declare this view as 
“too sombre” (​Kamerstukken II, 25741, nr. 4, 1998​ ). Reflecting their Christian values, the 
disagreement with the implicit notion of the memo that stated immigrants merely come here 
for benefits, is the solidarity indicator of multiculturalism. 
 
Though not explicitly welfare chauvinistic in the traditional sense of the word, Prime Minister 
Kok’s (PvdA, VVD, D66) made clear he had reservations about the idea of some European 
delegates to establish a collective mechanism that was supposed to take care of immigrants 
and asylum seekers (​Kamerstukken II, 21501, nr. 20, 1999​ ). He argued that, while covered 
by a veil of humanitarianism, (mostly Southern European) states would use these funds 
mostly to their own benefit as they require more protection and financial aid to take care of 
the North African immigrants entering their country.  
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1998 to 2000 were seemingly ‘empty’ years where none of the parties in parliament explicitly 
addressed the topic of the welfare state and immigration in combination with each other (For 
the underlying reason, see page 15). The VVD is the party furthest right on the political 
spectrum, other parties apparently saw no ideological opening to address these topics. 
While these topics are described in parliamentary documents, during the debates they never 
tread to the forefront in a noteworthy way.  
 
The Political Debate Opens Up (2000-2002) 
 
As the new century arrived, the Dutch political debate slowly became more polarized. With 
the announcement of Fortuyn in 2001 that he wanted to run for parliament, the political 
debate started showing more discussion surrounding the topic of immigration and its 
influence on the welfare state. 
Two indicators of successfully securitizing an issue have been met during a debate 
on the 18th of april 2000 (​Kamerstukken II, 27083, nr. 70, 2000​ ). Dijkstal (VVD) defined an 
existential threat by stating if “economic migrants continue to come to the Netherlands, 
extraordinary amount of pressure will be put on the integration and work program”. Within 
this sentence, the referent object is also defined, namely the integration and work program. 
However, the final criterion, legitimizing extraordinary measures, has not been met.  
Dijkstal (VVD) showed a tougher stance than seen the years previous. Dijkstal stated that 
“unemployment among migrants is three, four times as large (as compared to native Dutch 
people)”. Dijkstal branded this a “worrisome development” (​Kamerstukken II, 27083, nr. 70, 
2000​ ). He backed his statement up by mentioning a report claiming that from 1994 to 1999 
over 100.000 asylum seekers entered the Netherlands, of which 60% is on benefits. 
Branding this a worrisome development, Dijkstal implies that asylum seekers and migrants 
are a separate group within Dutch society and, treated as a collective, are a burden to the 
Dutch welfare state provisions. However, he claimed this was a worrisome development as it 
was crucial to get these unemployment numbers to diminish. No mention was made of 
groups being undeserving of unemployment benefits, so implicit or explicit welfare 
chauvinism cannot be attributed to these comments. As this debate was held between 
Dijkstal and Melkert (PvdA), the debate diverted into a general discussion about the 
government having to shape conditions which allow people to be employed. Where Dijkstal 
attempted to turn the debate towards, in his view, the ‘problematic percentages of 
unemployed migrants’, Melkert, on multiple occasions, drew the discussion to general terms, 
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arguing about unemployment in general. Drawing this debate wider, as he did, symbolized 
Melkert not making a distinction between minorities and natives. Melkert showed a degree of 
solidarity by not discriminating on the basis of origin. This also symbolizes the blind spot 
immigration was for the PvdA, according to the Saliency theory.  
 
 
The state responsibility to promote the integration of minorities surfaced when Minister Van 
Boxtel (D66) applauded the fact that migrant youth were doing better in education than 
previous years. He connected this phenomenon to the improved public housing policy 
(​Kamerstukken II, 27083, nr. 70, 2000​ ). Van Boxtel stated that investing in (sectors of) the 
welfare state improved integration of minorities. The state responsibility indicator of 
multiculturalism thus is met.  
 
The state responsibility indicator of multiculturalism is also met during a healthcare debate in 
the Senate. Minister Borst-Eilers (D66) remarked that demographic trends were vital for 
estimating the trajectory of the Dutch healthcare system for the near future. These are “very 
predictable, with the exception of immigration” (​Kamerstukken I, 138-171, nr. 4, 2001​ ). 
Because of new people arriving in the Netherlands, numbers about age groups that require 
extra care might be skewed. Minister Borst-Eilers implicitly stated there rests a responsibility 
on the state to solve this potential discrepancy.  
 
Explicit welfare chauvinism by the VVD surfaced during the debate about the general 
consultation about asylum seekers (​Kamerstukken II, 19637, nr. 63, 2001​ ). Kamp (VVD) 
criticized the return arrangement policy and opposed giving an arbitrary amount of money to 
rejected asylum seekers as this would only create pull-factors. Kamp argued that this 
regulation would “increase the asylum problematics even more”. The asylum seekers were 
undeserving of the amount of money given to them by the Dutch government in order to 
leave the country. Furthermore, the first criterion of Securitization Theory has been met, 
when Kamp defined an existential threat: the asylum problematics due to an attractive return 
policy. The solidarity indicator of multiculturalism arose when Secretary of State Kalsbeek 
(PvdA) argues that asylum seekers have left everything behind and paid large sums to 
human traffickers. Middel (PvdA) pointed out that there were municipalities that refused to 
shelter asylum seekers. 
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The political debate became more critical of the topic immigration in combination with the 
Dutch welfare state. Indicators of multiculturalism are voiced by D66 and PvdA, where the 
VVD takes the forefront of asking questions about problematics surrounding asylum seekers 
and economic migrants. No welfare chauvinistic views can be observed, aside from the VVD 
pointing out that rejected asylum seekers receive an arbitrary amount of money. 
 
A Shift towards the Right (2002-2003) 
 
2002 saw the assassination of Pim Fortuyn, nine days before the general election, and the 
coalition that followed, consisting from CDA, LPF and VVD. From 2002 onwards, more 
securitization and welfare chauvinism is observable in the parliamentary debates. 
 
In the debate about the recruitment of Jihadists, Eerdmans (LPF) showed explicit welfare 
chauvinism by stating  “LPF pleads for shutting off [government subsidies] in the whole of 
the Netherlands for these [government subsidies purely destined for migrants] type of 
projects” (​Kamerstukken II, 27925, nr. 34, 2002​ ). Defining an existential threat, one of the 
indicators of Securitization theory is met when Eerdmans proclaims Islamic fundamentalism 
is “one of the biggest threats to western modernity”. Western modernity being the referent 
object and second indicator of a securitization attempt. 
 
Implicit welfare chauvinism is observed during a debate between Prime Minister Balkenende 
(CDA) and Halsema (GL) (​Kamerstukken II, 5470-5517, nr. 92, 2002​ ). The government 
policy proposed an income requirement of 130% for the reunification of families. Halsema 
framed this clause as CDA not wanting migrants in a weak position to use additional facilities 
and those that might be coming here for family reunification be kept out. While the legislation 
drafted by the coalition parties (CDA, LPF and VVD) does not explicitly show welfare 
chauvinistic views, the consequence of this legislation has negative implications for 
immigrants that earn minimum wage and cannot reunite with their families. The policy 
drafted by the government parties shows implicit welfare chauvinism.  
During the same debate, Verhagen (CDA) stated that “investing in good education 
(...) promotes integration and participation” (​Kamerstukken II, 5470-5517, nr. 92, 2002).​  As 
the government ought to provide education, this is an indicator of multiculturalism, namely 
state intervention. Verhagen proposed the decentralisation of education, as this would 
improve the effectivity. The indicator of multiculturalism, state intervention, is recognizable in 
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Van Nieuwenhoven’s (PvdA) answer. By calling into question the decision by the 
government to move the integration policy from Home Affairs to Justice, she exhibits a 
second indicator of multiculturalism, namely solidarity. The fact that integration policy was 
moved to the Justice Department meant it was placed on the same line as illegal immigrants. 
Van Nieuwenhoven argued this was the wrong department to deal with questions of 
integration. Van Nieuwenhoven put emphasis on the importance of the new cabinet to 
promote integration. She summed up the areas that impact integration: “housing, working 
and cohabiting”, (social) housing being a classic element of the welfare state. Van 
Nieuwenhoven supported Verhagen, and the state responsibility indicator of multiculturalism, 
by saying that “education plays an important role as well when it comes to integration”. She, 
however, wondered what the concrete measures taken will be surrounding problems within 
education, as the government policy of the current cabinet does not mention any solutions. 
  
The egalitarianism indicator of multiculturalism was met when Rosemöller argued that the 
cuts on subsidised labour affected a disproportionate amount of migrants (​Kamerstukken II, 
5377-5391, nr. 91, 2002​ ). The solidarity indicator of multiculturalism is cited when 
Rosemöller stated there “is a possibility OALT [education in a non-Western language for 
children] will be put an end to, even though it contributes to integration [according to some 
academics]”. The state responsibility indicator of multiculturalism is addressed when Kant 
(SP) remarks that integration was a dominant topic during the 2002 general election 
campaign while there is virtually no new policy in regard to language courses, housing and 
education. The policy of the government parties has been implicitly welfare chauvinistic, as 
the policy affects a disproportionate amount of migrants.  
 
With the exception of the LPF showing explicit welfare chauvinistic tendencies, CDA and 
VVD exhibit implicit welfare chauvinism by drafting policy that disproportionately affects 
migrants. PvdA, SP and CDA are convinced the state is responsible for the success of 
integration and the government ought to invest in sectors of the welfare state in order to do 
so. GL propagates both the egalitarianistic and solidarist indicator of multiculturalism, 
resisting against the centre-right government coalition attempting to abolish OALT, cutting  
subsisdised labour, and raising the minimum income for family reunification. 
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The Rising Importance of Integration (2003-2004) 
 
The state responsibility indicator of multiculturalism was met when Lambrechts (D66) stated 
asylum seekers have the “right to extra means of government aid. The right to visit the 
doctor and compulsory education for the children” (​Kamerstukken II, 19637, nr. 757, 2003​ ). 
The egalitarian principle of multiculturalism was addressed by Lambrechts when she argued 
that municipalities, volunteer organisations and the council of churches were forced to jump 
into the gap left open by the government to shelter refugees. The fact that certain asylum 
seekers were forced on the street, while they still qualified for other basic governmental aid, 
went against the egalitarian principle of the multicultural society. 
Visser (VVD) stated the VVD wanted to decentralize the housing problems that 
surround asylum seekers; less state intervention is a characteristic of centre-right parties. By 
decentralizing the housing issue and not attempting to create a proper national policy, it 
could be argued the VVD violated the egalitarian principle, namely the same rights for 
asylum seekers throughout the entire country. The result of decentralizing the question of 
housing, was an unfair treatment of asylum seekers, who were sometimes put on the street. 
The result of this policy was implicitly welfare chauvinistic. 
 
Bos (PvdA) addressed the indicator state responsibility, of multiculturalism, by stating that 
problems such as “failing integration are related to impoverished neighbourhoods where all 
problems such as insecurity, unemployment, lack of opportunity and inadequate integration 
come together” (​Kamerstukken II, 28637, nr. 70, 2003​ ). By making a case for programs that 
would improve the quality of life in these neighbourhoods, he focused on the responsibility of 
the state to (indirectly) promote integration. The lack of funding of the facilities from the 
welfare state resulted in shortcomings around integration. Going against the notion of state 
responsibility was Zalm (VVD) who appealed to the individual responsibility instead of 
government regulation in certain aspects of life. Marijnissen (SP), responded by 
emphasizing both state responsibility and egalitarianism: “Everyone should be provided the 
same chances in the labour market after a period of unemployment, the state attempts to 
promote integration, but disintegration is promoted”. The VVD stance clearly went against 
the stances of PvdA, GL, SP and to an extent D66, that stated more government funding into 
social services was necessary in order to promote integration of migrants. 
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After 2003 the emphasis remained on the responsibility of the state to promote integration 
and ensuring work and housing. The government policy remained implicitly welfare 
chauvinistic, and there appears a trend where mainly the VVD propagates a more right-wing 
stance than they did the year before the 2002 general election. 
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Conclusion 
 
What can these findings tell us about the nature of the Dutch political debate in light of the 
original theoretical expectations about the securitization theory, welfare chauvinism and 
multiculturalism? Securitization and desecuritization were expected to go hand in hand. 
Interlinked as they were because the political parties examined have such different 
ideologies and interests, securitization without opposition would be nearly impossible to 
happen; left-wing parties had no choice when securitization attempts were made, but to 
desecuritize these. Contrary to my expectation, attempts to securitize immigration as a threat 
to the Dutch welfare state, have never occurred. Because of this, there has not been a 
reason to desecuritize the issue either. This does not mean that the theory is improper or 
cannot be applied to domestic issues, rather than state-centric issues. It simply was not 
observable in this case. For example, migration itself, according to academic literature, has 
been securitized, as mentioned in the literature review and the theoretical framework. 
 
After 2002, the emergence of implicit welfare chauvinistic tendencies by the governing 
centre-right parties in both debate and policy confirms that the political debate, for these 
parties, has shifted more to the right. This also confirms the theory that mainstream 
centre-right parties shift towards the right once a populist party emerges and gains 
momentum, as the centre-right parties are at risk of losing part of their voter base. 
The attempts to defend the multicultural society along the lines of solidarity, egalitarianism 
and state-intervention, can be taken as evidence that where populist parties emerge and 
centre-right parties converge more towards the right, left-wing parties defend their 
multiculturalism ideal steadfastly. As expected, left-wing parties did not converge more 
towards the right in order to maintain part of their lower-educated voter base but instead 
proved to be a strong counter-reaction to the shift towards the right of the political debate.  
 
The taboo about immigration and integration has clearly been broken. There is a difference 
in the way political parties discuss phenomena that occur within society and what variables 
influence these phenomena. All the parties hold the belief that integration of minorities is vital 
to their positive participation within Dutch society. However, traditional left-wing parties 
believe facets of the Dutch welfare state deserve more financial funding. Cutting these 
funds, or even stabilizing them, is detrimental to the integration of minorities. Traditional 
right-wing parties appeal to individual responsibility and show signs of implicit welfare 
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chauvinism. An example is the income requirement in order to reunite with one’s family, 
proposed by Prime Minister Balkenende. This implicitly assumes that minorities living on 
minimum income do not have the right to reunite with their families as they are more likely to 
fall under the poverty line, which gives them a legitimate claim to governmental financial aid. 
 
Prior to conducting this study, I expected that due to the rise of populist parties and the 
securitization of migration, the Dutch welfare state would be seen as a referent object, 
threatened by an existential threat, namely immigration. Qualitative content analysis of the 
parliamentary debates portrays a different image; both on the left and the right-wing of the 
political spectrum, emphasis is put on integration. The left-wing parties claim it is the 
responsibility of the government to invest more in the Dutch welfare state in order to promote 
integration, supporting the ​multiculturalism ​ theoretical construct. The right-wing parties claim 
that self-reliance and individual initiative is at the centre of integration. Some implicit 
welfare-chauvinistic arguments have been made. However, there is not enough evidence to 
state that centre-right parties posit an explicitly welfare chauvinistic view. 
This study supplemented research with Securitization theory with two theoretical 
constructs (welfare chauvinism and multiculturalism). An adequate overview of the stances 
mainstream parties hold regarding immigration and the Dutch welfare state has been 
provided. No successful securitization attempt, nor any sign of explicit welfare chauvinism, 
aside from the LPF, has been encountered. It is interesting to examine whether these 
phenomena occurred after the PVV entered parliament with 9 seats in 2006. There is fertile 
ground for further research in a later period, for this area. 
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Appendix to the Empirical Research 
 
1998-2000 Debate 1 
TK #6215 
Report 1 
TK #26210 nr. 2 
Report 2 
#TK 25741 nr. 4 
Debate 2 
#TK 21501-20 
Welfare 
Chauvinism 
    
Explicit welfare 
chauvinism 
N/A N/A N/A Kok (PvdA, 
VVD, D66): A 
European fund 
for migrants and 
asylum seekers 
would result in 
other countries 
using these 
funds for their 
own good 
Implicit welfare 
chauvinism 
N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Multiculturalism     
Egalitarianism N/A N/A N/A N/A 
State 
responsibility 
N/A N/A N/A D66: A 
European fund 
for asylum 
seekers would 
be more 
effective 
Solidarity N/A N/A CDA: The view 
that migrants 
move to the 
Netherlands 
merely for 
benefits is “too 
sombre” 
N/A 
Securitization     
Defining an 
existential threat 
N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Defining a 
referent object 
N/A N/A N/A N/A 
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Legitimizing 
extraordinary 
measures 
N/A N/A N/A N/A 
 
2000-2002 Debate 3 
TK #27083 
Debate 4 
EK #138-171 
Debate 5 
TK #19637 
Welfare 
Chauvinism 
   
Explicit welfare 
chauvinism 
N/A N/A VVD: Arbitrary 
amount of money 
given to rejected 
asylum seekers 
Implicit welfare 
chauvinism 
N/A N/A N/A 
Multiculturalism    
Egalitarianism N/A N/A N/A 
State 
responsibility 
D66: Investing in 
sectors of the 
welfare state 
promotes integration 
D66: Immigration 
results in difficulty 
calculating pensions 
PvdA: The problem 
is with municipalities 
that do not shelter 
asylum seekers 
Solidarity PvdA: Ignoring 
VVD’s statistics and 
asking about 
unemployment as a 
whole 
N/A PvdA: Asylum 
seekers have paid 
human traffickers 
and left everything 
behind 
Securitization    
Defining an 
existential threat 
VVD: If economic 
migrants continue to 
come to the 
Netherlands, 
extraordinary 
amount of pressure 
will be put on the 
integration and work 
program 
N/A VVD: The asylum 
problematics due to 
an attractive return 
policy 
Defining a referent 
object 
VVD: The 
integration and work 
program 
N/A N/A 
Legitimizing 
extraordinary 
N/A N/A N/A 
 
35 
 
 
 
measures 
 
2002-2003 Debate 6 
TK #27925 
Debate 8 
TK #5470-5517 
Debate 9 
TK #5377-5391 
Welfare 
Chauvinism 
   
Explicit welfare 
chauvinism 
LPF: Government 
subsidies focused 
on the integration of 
allochtones needs to 
be put to a halt 
N/A N/A 
Implicit welfare 
chauvinism 
N/A CDA: Raising the 
minimum income for 
family reunification 
to 130% 
Coalition Parties 
(CDA, VVD, LPF): 
By cutting in 
financing for welfare 
state sectors 
Multiculturalism    
Egalitarianism N/A GL: Questioning the 
130% minimum 
income standard for 
family reunion 
GL: Cuts on 
subsidised labour 
affect a 
disproportionate 
amount of 
allochtones 
State 
responsibility 
N/A CDA: Investing in 
education promotes 
good integration 
 
PvdA: The new 
cabinet has to 
promote integration 
SP: No policy to 
promote education, 
housing, language 
courses 
Solidarity N/A PvdA: Questioning 
why integration has 
been moved to the 
Department of 
Justice 
GL: OALT will be 
put an end to  
Securitization    
Defining an 
existential threat 
LPF: Islamic 
Fundamentalism 
N/A N/A 
Defining a referent 
object 
LPF: Western 
modernity 
N/A N/A 
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Legitimizing 
extraordinary 
measures 
N/A N/A N/A 
 
2003-2004 Debate 10 
TK #19637 nr. 757 
Debate 11 
TK #28637 
Welfare Chauvinism   
Explicit welfare chauvinism N/A N/A 
Implicit welfare chauvinism VVD: Decentralizing issues 
surrounding social services. 
Condoning putting rejected 
asylum seekers on the 
street 
N/A 
Multiculturalism   
Egalitarianism D66: Asylum seekers with 
all the rights except that of a 
roof over their head 
SP: Everyone should be 
provided the same chances 
in the labour market after a 
period of unemployment 
State 
responsibility 
D66: Asylum seekers have 
the right of government aid 
PvdA: Failed integration is 
related to impoverished 
neighbourhoods 
 
SP: Integration is intended, 
disintegration is promoted 
Solidarity N/A N/A 
Securitization   
Defining an existential threat N/A N/A 
Defining a referent object N/A N/A 
Legitimizing extraordinary 
measures 
N/A N/A 
 
 
 
 
37 
